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Dear Sir: 

In response to the official action dated September 20, 2006, Applicant herewith 
requests reinstatement of the previous appeal . A supplemental appeal brief is 
concurrently filed. 

With all due respect, the undersigned believes that the patent office has not 
provided a fair examination, as is evidenced by the patent office's acquiescence in the 
scope and contents of Vlahoplus only AFTER an appeal brief was filed, with not a 
single word in the claims being changed in the interim. A new reference that is wholly 
irrelevant to the claims is now cited, as evidenced from the attached appeal brief. The 
undersigned believes that appeal is the only way that a fair examination can be 
obtained. 
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This should be evidenced from the sequence of events. A final rejection in 
January of 2006, in which on page 2 of that official action, basically the first things said 
by the patent office, is that "Vlahoplus teaches selecting execution of a prestored 
sequence of action based on single actuation" (sic). The undersigned disagreed then 
and continues to disagree. Therefore, the undersigned filed a request for appeal 
conference on April 3, 2006 which was not found persuasive, and followed up with an 
appeal brief on July 5, 2006. Neither of these changed even a single word in the claim. 

In response to the appeal brief, however, the patent office now admits that 
"Vlahoplus does not explicitly teach a single actuation" see page 3 of the September 
20, 2006 office action, second paragraph first line. Another words, the patent office 
now admits the error of the previous rejection (that was about to be appealed), but has 
attempted to cite a secondary reference to show this. As explained in the 
accompanying appeal brief, there is not a single word about why there would be 
motivation to make the hypothetical combination of prior art, and even if made, it would 
not render obvious the claims. Based on the patent office's refusal to provide a 
consistent examination, it is believed that appeal is the only way that applicant will 
obtain a fair and balanced examination of the issues in this case. 

Accordingly, a speedy review by the Board of appeals is respectfully requested. 

Please charge any fees due in connection with this response to Deposit Account 
No. 50-1387. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: _1 2/1 9/06_ 



_/Scott C Harris/, 



Scott C. Harris 
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